Neighborhood income and social capital are considered important for child development, but social capital has rarely been measured directly at an aggregate level. We used Canadian data to derive measures of social capital from aggregated parental judgments of neighborhood collective efficacy and neighborhood safety. Measures of neighborhood income came from Census data. Direct measures of preschoolers' school readiness were predicted from neighborhood-level variables, with regional indicators and household/parental characteristics taken into account. Our findings show that (1) residing in Quebec, being Black, and having a parent who was born outside Canada are positively associated with children's living in disadvantaged or low collective efficacy neighborhoods as well as with their living in low-income households. (2) Children's odds of residential mobility were reduced when the origin neighborhood had higher collective efficacy but increased when the family rented rather than owned. (3) Both neighborhood collective efficacy and children's ever having lived in a poor neighborhood were correlated with receptive vocabulary scores, but results were mixed for other cognitive dimensions. Children of younger mothers scored worse on receptive vocabulary. There were similar patterns for demographic predictors related to visible minority status, sibship size, and birth order. Neighborhood average income had no effect on cognitive outcomes when the region was controlled.
Introduction
It has been amply documented that working class and minority children do worse in school than otherwise comparable middle class children from dominant ethnic groups. Working class and minority children's poorer school performance, in turn, leads them to worse jobs and lower income than they might otherwise have achieved. In recent years a sophisticated literature has grown to show how processes involving household-level characteristics, such as poverty, operate within the contexts defined by neighborhoods and communities. The existing studies have suggested the importance of distinguishing neighborhood-level effects on child outcomes from those at the household level. Although some families indeed move to economically more advantaged neighborhoods,as their household finances permit, persistent racial, ethnic, and linguistic segregation makes it much less likely for disadvantaged families to move.
This study therefore offers a fresh perspective on the "neighborhood effects" literature. Focusing on a nationally representative, longitudinal sample of young children in Canada, we investigate how neighborhood characteristics affect cognitive dimensions of school readiness, independent from household characteristics, in the dimensions of both economic capital and social capital. We find that economic and social capital characteristics of neighborhoods have significant impacts on children's vocabulary-related test performance in Canada's official languages (English or French) but have no influence on their performance in tests that are not vocabulary based, such as copying, symbol manipulation, and mathematics.
Literature Review
A well-established body of scholarship shows that household poverty has long-term detrimental effects on children and adolescents [1] . Lower levels of household income may also lead teenagers to take on paid work at a level that interferes with school achievement during their high school years. If the percentage of households that are below the poverty-line is greater than a critical prevalence within a neighborhood or community, this neighborhood or community is usually defined as a disadvantaged one. Although the threshold to define poverty is often arbitrary, by relying on the Canadian Census data, researchers have agreed that a Census Tract is to be considered disadvantaged, if the percentage of families below the Low Income Cutoff (LICO, defined by the Statistics Canada) in this Census Tract is more than twice the national average percentage. This kind of neighborhoods tends to include higher proportions of single parent families and is often considered socially disorganized and lacking social cohesion [2] . Those contextual characteristics contribute to lesser involvement of parents in their children's schooling, which is, in turn, associated with children's lower levels of academic achievements and higher risks of school dropout.
Over the last decade, scholars have given more attention to neighborhood characteristics that go beyond the economic dimension. By focusing on urban planning, particularly real estate and construction industries, scholars have noticed how the creation of mixed income communities might generate social benefits or "social capital" [3] . Neighborhood-level "social capital" has been defined as "the networks, norms, values and understandings that facilitate cooperation within or among groups" [4, 5] . Neighborhood social capital as a measurable concept is hard to distinguish from "collective efficacy" or "social cohesiveness" [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] . While neighborhood advantage is strongly linked to income levels, neighborhood social capital has been associated with at least some of the following characteristics: civic participation [11, 12] , a high rate of home ownership, membership in religious and other voluntary organizations, and pride in local schools or in a common ethnic or language heritage. Neighborhoods with high levels of social capital provide mutual support and surveillance and are likely to be more effective in "not in my backyard" (NIMBY) type of collective actions, such as resisting the placement of undesired facilities (halfway houses, generating stations, high rise buildings, etc.). Thus, neighborhood social capital should be conceptually distinct from neighborhood economic capital, even though the two are likely to be positively correlated.
Scholars have long been concerned about a practical question, namely, whether or not neighborhood characteristics have influences on residing individuals beyond the aggregated impacts of household income, housing tenure, and employment status. Some studies challenge the claim that neighborhoods can be more than the sum of their parts [13] , while others argue that instead of investing in more expensive programs, such as making changes in social assistance or other transfer payments to households, mixed housing and other community-based policies would be an effective alternative to increase social capital.
Because it is difficult, if not impossible, to demonstrate causal relationships between the neighborhood characteristics and outcomes at the individual level, large scale randomassignment field experiments attract well-deserved attention. Such studies are carried out with members of dependent populations, most often those in social (public) housing. The Moving To Opportunity (MTO) studies, carried out in Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York in the mid-1990s are the best known, though there has been much debate about the degree to which intended objectives were achieved [14] [15] [16] [17] . The MTO studies used a lottery to allocate housing vouchers to families living in public housing in high-poverty neighborhoods. The experimental group received a housing voucher with the restriction that they take up residence in a Census tract with a poverty rate of less than 10 percent. Control groups were those who remained in public housing and another group that received a housing voucher, without geographic restriction. Results from the MTO studies varied widely, and both the "neighborhood social capital" supporters and opponents could base their arguments on some part of empirical evidence.
More recent research is a well-exemplified review by Sampson et al. [18] and in volumes edited by van Ham and colleagues [19, 20] . Despite contributions made by the existing literature, an important theme is somewhat overlooked by scholars. Namely, while residential choices are limited by direct discrimination (particularly in the United States), most households locate in one neighborhood or another according to their members' aspirations, their preferences for living near friends and families, their household income, and stages in the life cycle. For this reason, the seemingly apparent effects of neighborhoods reflect, in large part, earlier decisions made at the household level, as families sort themselves into one residential neighborhood or another [21] .
While the replication of experiments such as MTO is highly desirable, it would also be useful for observational studies to make separate measurements of neighborhood economic deprivation and neighborhood social capital. Thus, in this study, we aim to show how one measure of neighborhood social capital is associated with different aspects of children's school readiness, independently from the impacts of neighborhood economic characteristics.
Hypotheses
The spatial concentration of household poverty has increased over recent decades in the United States [22] [23] [24] . Ecological research carried out in a number of cities has further indicated that social problems such as crime, school dropout, public disorder, and child maltreatment are correlated with geographically concentrated low income and family instability [25] . A similar trend of increasing spatial concentration of low income has been reported in Canada with similar implications for child welfare [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] . It is important to measure children's repeated exposure to low household income insofar as such lack of resources may trap children and their families in undesirable neighborhoods. This question has been infrequently addressed in the Canadian literature to date, since most empirical studies have been cross-sectional and thus unable to separate those children whose experience of low household income or neighborhood disadvantage is long-term from those whose experience is transitory.
Spatial concentration of economic and social disadvantage is statistically linked to concentration of ethnic, linguistic, racial, religious, or visible minority groups. In earlier decades of the last century, low-income neighborhoods in immigrant-receiving cities of North America were dominated by European immigrants, many of whom retained their original cultures, languages, and religious practices for at least one or two generations before they and their offspring or grandchildren became fully assimilated. The US literature has focused on the increasing concentration of minority residents, largely African-Americans, in the most impoverished areas of the nation's metropolises from the 1960s [34] . By contrast, Canadian cities have traditionally included immigrant neighborhoods occupied in various decades by Chinese, Haitians, Hungarians, Italians, Jamaicans, Japanese, Jews, Irish, Koreans, Latin Americans, Pakistanis, Poles, Portuguese, Somalis, Tamils, Ukrainians, Vietnamese among others [35] . Some Canadian cities include neighborhoods with significant concentrations of American Indians, though Indian Reservations usually form rural communities. There have also been English-speaking communities (often advantaged ones) in Quebec (dominated by French-speaking residents) and French-speaking communities in Western Canada (dominated by English-speaking residents). In short, indicators of neighborhood or community disadvantage usually parallel other characteristics such as racial composition, immigrant status, or language use, in the neighborhood or community.
The neighborhood social capital perspective [36, 37] claims that social capital can counteract the negative effects of household and neighborhood poverty. For example, although economic disadvantage is associated with a low socioeconomic status, some "ethnic enclaves" could have strong internal social networks, collective efficacy, and social cohesion due to the sharing of a common heritage [38] [39] [40] . According to some scholars [41] [42] [43] , collective efficacy is indicated by the level of trust and attachment among neighbors, the extent of informal social control, and the degree to which collective goals can be achieved. One of the motivating assumptions behind the MTO experiments was the idea: Children from low-income urban neighborhoods with a relatively high level of collective efficacy would tend to have better school performances than children from economically comparable neighborhoods that have a low level of collective efficacy. Namely, social capital effect is independent of that of economic capital at the neighborhood level. Disadvantaged households may have a relatively high risk of residing in socioeconomically disadvantaged neighborhoods. However, the disadvantages at the household level does not necessarily leads to children's exposure to a low level of social capital at the neighborhood level. We thus hypothesize that.
Hypothesis 1.
Other characteristics being equal, children who were born in visible minority households, whose parents are immigrants, and whose parents do not speak English or French, are more likely to be trapped in long-term household poverty. However, this may not necessarily lead to children's exposure to neighborhoods that lack social capital.
Moreover, concerning the length of children's exposure to disorganized communities, we hypothesize that.
Hypothesis 2. The higher the level of collective efficacy of a neighborhood, the lower the odds of changing neighborhoods.
A neighborhood's economic status is highly correlated with the quality of local schools, which should affect children's educational attainment once they are in the school system. Cognitive development prior to starting school is influenced by both household and neighborhood factors. We propose that neighborhood effects on preschoolers are mainly seen in the development of children's communication-related abilities. This is because the safer and more friendly the neighborhood is, the more likely it is that neighborhood residents would allow their children to interact with other residents, through visiting other households or playing with peers at the community playground. All those social activities benefit the development of children's social and communication abilities directly. Therefore, we hypothesize that social capital characteristics of a neighborhood directly influence children's socially related or communication abilities but have no direct effect on their other abilities measured, for example, mathematical and symbol manipulation tasks. The higher the collective efficacy level of a neighborhood, the better the children's social and communication abilities. 
Data, Measurement, and Methods
Data used in this study came from two major sources. The National Longitudinal Survey of Children and Youth (NLSCY hereafter) is the primary data source. This is a multiyear project that collects data representing selected cross-sectional and longitudinal populations of children and youth in Canada's ten provinces. It is comparable to the Millennium Cohort Survey in the United Kingdom and the Early Childhood Longitudinal Survey (ECLS) in the United States. Data collection has taken place every two years, starting with a sample of 22,000 children in 1994-95. Combining all cohorts to date, data have been gathered from around 150,000 children. However, this paper focuses only on the longitudinal population corresponding to a subset of the Cycle 3 Early Child Development (ECD hereafter) cohort. This is by far the largest NLSCY cohort and was first interviewed when the selected children were under two years old in 1998-99 and then reinterviewed and tested on two subsequent occasions. Cognitive tests were administered by interviewers and much of the remaining information was collected by questioning the "Person Most Knowledgeable" (PMK) about the child. We use the term parent below, since the PMK is almost always a parent.
Our second major data source is neighborhood and community profiles collected in Canada Census. Six-character postal codes were used to match the Census records to the households of children from the NLSCY. Postal codes of this kind are used for administrative purposes by Canada Post, defining geographical units down to the level of a delivery person's walking distance. Thus, they are more geographically detailed than zip codes used by the United States Postal Service.
Neighborhood-Level
Variables. First, we define which neighborhoods are economically disadvantaged. The Low Income Cutoff (LICO hereafter) from Statistics Canada is the widely accepted indicator of neighborhood poverty. According to Hatfield's [44] definition, a neighborhood with more than twice the national average percent of families below the LICO is considered in "high poverty. " Using this approach, in a study conducted in Winnipeg, neighborhoods were classified as in "low poverty" (0-16% below LICO), "moderate poverty" (16.1-32% below LICO), "high poverty" (32.1-50% below LICO), and "very high poverty" (over 50% below LICO [45] ). In another study conducted about schools in Vancouver, a school was considered in a neighborhood with "high poverty, " if the neighborhood had more than 32.6% of families below the LICO (twice the 1996 Census national average of 16.3%) [46] . Similar approaches were used to identify low-income neighborhoods in Montreal, such as Villeray-Saint-Michel-Parc-Extension (34.3% poor families), Montréal-Nord (33.2%), and Montréal Sud-Ouest (32.8%) [47, 48] .
Besides measuring the economic status of a neighborhood, we made direct measurement of the level of social capital in a neighborhood. Unlike Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls, who used small groups of trained observers to rate each neighborhood's level of social capital, we used the judgments of parents. The NLSCY includes questions derived from instruments developed by Barnes McGuire for use in Boston and Chicago [49] . We created "collective efficacy" scores (also called the "neighborhood's score") and "neighborhood safety" scores by aggregating all available parental judgments to local geographical areas. This means that we pooled judgments for all parent informants from data collection Cycles 1 to 7 of the NLSCY, resulting in the aggregation of judgments made by over 100,000 parents. Parental judgments were aggregated four times: to the sixcharacter post code, to the five-character post code, to the four-character post code, and to the forward sortation area (the first three characters). Using a look-up algorithm, we matched each child's record to a corresponding neighborhood. The algorithm first tried matching the child's full post code with the six-character postal code file that contained aggregated "collective efficacy" and "neighborhood safety" scores. If the match fails, the algorithm would remove the last character from the full post code and attempt to match the child's truncated postal code with the five-character post code file that contains the "collective efficacy" and "neighborhood safety" variables. If the match is not yet found, the algorithm would continue up to the three-character Forward Sorting Area level (FSA), where over 95% of child records had been matched to "collective efficacy" and "neighborhood safety" mean scores.
The aggregated "collective efficacy" score is based on the average of independent judgments made by adults who share the same postal codes (in six, five, four, and three characters, resp.). By treating it as an approach to imputation, we used the average scores of individual judgments on several items to estimate neighborhood collective efficacy and safety. For example, "Are people around here willing to help their neighbors?" "Is it safe to walk alone in this neighborhood after dark?" or "Can you reply on your neighbors to babysit your children when you are away?" Postal code neighborhoods whose average scores were at or below the level implied by the "neutral" response options of neighbor scale items are considered unneighborly or unsafe.
Direct Measures of Children
Receptive vocabulary was measured by the Peabody Component (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test/Echelle de Vocabulaire en Images Peabody, Revised-PPVT-R) in English or French as preferred. The interviewer administered it to each selected child between 4 and 5 years old. We used age-standardized scores provided by Statistics Canada. The PPVT-R was designed to assess receptive vocabulary, while the remaining cognitive measures were less language based.
The copying or symbol-use test, also called "Who Am I?" test, generated an overall score as well as two subtest scores. The "Who am I?" questionnaire evaluates the developmental level of preschool children. The interviewer gave the child a booklet to complete with tasks such as copying shapes and writing numbers, letters, and sentences [50] . The overall "Who Am I?" assessment measures the child's understanding and use of conventional symbols as well as other relevant early learning skills. The Copying score assesses the development of the ability to conceptualize a given figure. The Symbols score assesses the child's understanding of symbols that have particular meanings.
"Number knowledge" is a direct measure that assesses the child's understanding of the concept of quantities and of the system of numbers. The interviewer asked the child the number knowledge component questions directly. Children had access to aids such as chips and a number card to help solve the problems but were not permitted to use pencil and paper. This test is based on the theory that four developmental levels can be distinguished in children's understanding of numbers: predimensional, unidimensional, bidimensional, and integrated bidimensional [51] .
Statistical Methods.
Given the complex design of the NLSCY, it is important to use balanced randomized replication estimates to obtain correct parameter estimates with valid standard errors. Bootstrap weights appropriate to the longitudinal population of interest were provided by Statistics Canada. These adjust for stratification and clustering in 
Results
Our sample comprises 3,923 five-year-old children, representing the population of 0-1-year-olds who were followed up to age 4-5. Weighted estimates show that there are 49% girls and 51% boys at the population level, and 15% of the population is from visible minority groups. The most frequently occurring visible minority group was South Asian (5.6%) with none of the remaining groups exceeding 2.5%. One-third of the parents reported having an education level of high school completion or less, while 64% had high school education or above. The majority of children, 85% of the population, lived in two-parent as opposed to the rest 15% of the population in one-parent families. One-fifth of the children had at least one parent who was born outside Canada. 43% of the children lived in large cities of 500,000 residents or more, 14% lived in cities of from 100,000 to under 500,000, and 43% lived in smaller cities, towns, or rural areas. Geographically speaking, 41% of the children lived in Ontario, 22% in Quebec, 12% in British Columbia, 11% in Alberta, and the rest lived in all other six provinces in Canada.
In measuring children's longitudinal incidence of exposure to disadvantaged and unfavorable neighborhoods, we defined disadvantaged Census Tracts as those where 32% or more of households had income below the LICO at the 2001 Census, which is consistent with previous work in Canada [43] [44] [45] . Using this definition, we found that 8% of children (Confidence Interval (CI) is 7% to 9%) had been living in a low-income Census tract on at least one of the three observed occasions, while 4% had lived in such an economically disadvantaged neighborhood at all three of the data collection cycles, as shown in Table 1 .
In case Census Tracts might be considered too large to be considered as neighborhoods we also compared children's incidence of exposure to low-income Dissemination Areas (DAs). This comparison shows that 8.6% of children were in DAs with 32% or more households below the LICO at Cycle 5 economically disadvantaged DAs (Confidence Interval is between 7.3% and 9.9%) (Results are available upon request).
Our aggregated measures of perceived neighborliness (collective efficacy) and perceived safety show that 12% of children (CI: 11% to 14%) had lived in an unneighborly neighborhood (with a low score of collective efficacy) on at least one of the three data collection occasions, while 4% had lived in such a disadvantaged neighborhood at all three of the data collection cycles, as shown in Table 1 .
We then compared children's longitudinal exposure to household and neighborhood disadvantages. As Table 2 shows, children's exposure to low-income households does not necessarily mean their exposure to disadvantaged or unneighborly neighborhoods. Children in Quebec, the Maritimes, and Prairies provinces are more likely than their peers in Ontario to be exposed to low-income households. However, only children in Quebec suffer from exposure to a double disadvantaged environment-where disadvantages are shown in both low-income households and unneighborly neighborhoods. That is, in addition to an elevated risk of repeatedly being in low-income households, children in Quebec bear a significantly greater possibility of being exposed to both poor and unneighborly neighborhoods, compared to children in Ontario.
Children's ethnic origins seem to be more related to their exposure to low-income households than to disadvantaged neighborhoods. Compared to nonvisible minorities, aboriginal children are around 15 times more likely to be exposed to low-income households. Also, the odds of exposure to low-income households are 5 times higher for children described as Black and 1.9 times higher for South Asian children. While there are no corresponding effects of ethnic background on the odds of exposure to low-income neighborhoods, children described as Black were more likely to be exposed to unneighborly neighborhoods; their odds being almost 6 times higher than that of nonvisible minority children. Having a home language other than English or French is significantly associated with the odds of children being exposed to low-income households but not with their odds of being exposed to low-income neighborhoods. If the child's parent spoke neither official language, the odds of the child respondent being exposed to poor households would be 70% higher than that of children whose parent spoke either of the official languages. On the other hand, parental immigration status shows a significant effect at the neighborhood level but not at the household level. If the parent informant was born outside Canada, her or his children have three times greater odds of repeated exposure to a poor neighborhood, as compared to those children whose parent informants were born in Canada.
In short, while residing in Quebec, being Black, and having a parent who was born outside Canada are related to children's exposure to disadvantaged or unneighborly neighborhoods, a child's exposure to low-income households itself is not necessarily related to his or her exposure to a disadvantaged neighborhood. Our Hypothesis 1 is supported. Namely, children's from disadvantaged households are not necessarily also exposed to disadvantaged neighborhoods.
We also examined the longitudinal incidence of young children moving between neighborhoods. Table 3 shows that while the income level of the origin neighborhood does not significantly influence the chance for a child to move out, the collective efficacy level of the origin neighborhood is indeed associated with children's residential mobility. With other characteristics held constant, every one-unit increase of the aggregated neighborhood score decreases the odds of children moving between neighborhoods by 20%. Hypothesis 2 has therefore been substantiated.
We took a further look at residential changes between different observation occasions. Not surprisingly, children originally living in rented housing were more likely to move than those in owned housing (odds ratio is 2.4 for postcode change between first and second interviews, 2.4 for address change between first and third interviews, and 2.8 for the change between second and third interviews). Children born to mothers under 30 were more likely to move than those born to older mothers through the comparisons between three observation occasions. Younger children from large families are less likely to move. These results are consistent with the view that moving from one neighborhood to another is associated with household formation and likely with the transition to home ownership in the earlier stages of the family life cycle. Young children who have older siblings are likely to have parents who have settled down. By contrast, children born to mothers aged 29 or less are more likely still to be in the early stages of the family life cycle. Thus, "neighborhood effects" interact with birth order and life cycle effects and must be correctly estimated with those factors controlled.
Neighborhood Poverty and Social Capital Effects on
Children's PreSchool Abilities. We used receptive vocabulary, measured through the Peabody test (PPVT-R), to indicate children's socially related abilities while "Who Am I?" and Number Knowledge tests to indicate children's other abilities.
Other covariates being controlled, the aggregated collective efficacy score, and the measure of "ever in a poor neighborhood" only significantly influence children's receptive vocabulary scores. As Table 4 shows, while the aggregated collective efficacy score increases a child's receptive vocabulary score, "ever in a poor neighborhood" shows a strongly negative effect. Thus, Hypothesis 3 is supported. After neighborhood-level income was controlled, the link between the collective efficacy scale and receptive vocabulary scores remained highly significant; however, associations between neighborhood collective efficacy and other cognitive outcomes became nonsignificant. This implies that associations between other vocabulary-irrelevant cognitive outcomes and neighborhood collective efficacy can be explained as being confounded with or arising from general economic advantage/disadvantage. In other words, children's vocabulary-irrelevant cognitive outcomes are directly influenced by the neighborhood's economic traits but not by the neighborhood's collective efficacy, or social capital. We then took into account child-and family-level variables. Child-level predictors include gender, age of mother at the child's birth, the number of times the child had been in a low-income household, and visible minority group. Family-level predictors include family size and structure indicators, highest schooling level, immigration status, mother tongue of the parent informant (PMK), household income, and size of the urban area where household was situated. After we controlled the above predictors, the impact of the neighborhood's collective efficacy score remains significant on receptive vocabulary but not on cognitive outcomes derived from the "Who Am I?" and Number Knowledge assessments. The same is true for the indicator of wether or not the child has ever lived in a low-income neighborhood. The highest level of schooling of the parent informant, the number of times the child had been in a family with household income below the LICO, gender, visible minority status, and province of residence show significant effects. Children resident in Quebec performed worse than those from Ontario on cognitive outcomes, with other covariates controlled.
Discussion
Focusing on a recent longitudinal cohort of Canadian children followed up over the preschool years, we have established the proportions about children's exposure to household poverty, neighborhood poverty, and lack of neighborhood collective efficacy between 1998 and 2003. We also demonstrated the prevalence of children's moving from one neighborhood to another over this part of childhood. Children have lower odds of moving away from neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy. We had expected to find that changing residence would be associated with cognitive outcomes at age 5, but this turned out not to be the case.
Given the existing literature, we had expected to find associations between neighborhood collective efficacy and all child cognitive outcomes. In fact, we found that only receptive vocabulary as measured by the Peabody PPVT-R/EVIP had a robust association with neighborhood variables. Children from neighborhoods with higher levels of collective efficacy had higher receptive vocabulary scores, even after we controlled over child-and family-level variables. This is consistent with previous research [52] . However, we have not found any significant association between a neighborhood's collective efficacy score and non-language based cognitive outcomes, such as the copying and symbol use scales from the "Who Am I?" test and the Number Knowledge test. In similar fashion, the aggregated neighborhood safety score had a significant relationship only with the Copying subscale of the "Who Am I?" test. This suggests that the cognitive effects of neighborhood collective efficacy and neighborhood safety are narrowly confined to receptive vocabulary in English or French and do not generalize to other cognitive outcomes. This is reminiscent of the intelligence testing literature, in which it has been accepted that working class and minority children performed worse than middle class children on verbal tests but at the same level on "culture free" tests of logical and mathematical reasoning. Following this line of argument, neighborhood social cohesion and social capital, as evidenced by their effects on children's receptive vocabulary, appear to be aspects of the mainstream middleclass culture and may not be easily grafted on to impoverished neighborhoods. Understandably, poor neighborhoods tend to have low levels of collective efficacy. This gives rise to a significantly negative association between having ever been in a poor neighborhood and children's receptive vocabulary abilities.
On the other hand, the economic disadvantage at the neighborhood level seems to be more related to the "Who Am I?" test, in particular, the Copying subscale of this test. Compared to children in Ontario, children in Quebec do worse on several of the directly measured cognitive outcomes, with other covariates controlled.
Overall, in this study we found significant impacts of neighborhoods on children's school readiness, independent of socioeconomic characteristics at the household level. Particularly, social capital embedded in a neighborhood exerts a positive impact on children's receptive vocabulary abilities, despite economic disadvantages of the neighborhood. This study draws scholarly and policy attention to the importance of improving neighborhood environment for children's development, not only in the economic sense, but more importantly, also in the sense of social capital.
